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IDD05–1 Nonproliferation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the need to disposition surplus
plutonium in the United States and in Russia.  The goal of the surplus
plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons
proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in
the United States in an environmentally safe and timely manner.  The
disposition activities proposed in this SPD EIS would enhance U.S. credibility
and flexibility in negotiations on bilateral and multilateral reductions of surplus
weapons-usable fissile materials inventories.  Actions undertaken by the
United States would generally be coordinated with efforts to address surplus
plutonium stockpiles in Russia.  For example, the construction of new facilities
for disposition of U.S. plutonium would likely depend on progress in Russia.

IDD05–2 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach: to
disposition up to 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium that uses both ceramic
can-in-canister immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication.  Approximately 33 t
(36 tons) of clean plutonium metal and oxides would be used to fabricate
MOX fuel, which would be irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors.  The
remaining 17 t (19 tons) of impure plutonium would be sent to the
immobilization facility, thus avoiding extensive characterization and
purification of the materials.  Both of these approaches would meet the Spent
Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified
by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible
and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of
plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.

IDD05–3 DOE Policy

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  In
accordance with CEQ Section 1502.14(e), DOE identified its preferred
alternative in the SPD Draft EIS so the public could understand DOE’s
orientation and provide comment.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at INEEL will be based on public input, environmental
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analyses, technical and cost reports, and national policy and nonproliferation
considerations.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

IDD05–4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The analyses in Sections 4.14 and 4.26.2 indicate that impacts of constructing
and operating the MOX facility at INEEL on public health and the environment
would likely be minor.  This Comment Response Document contains the
comments of interested stakeholders and DOE’s responses to
those comments.

IDD05–5 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting lead assembly and
postirradiation examination activities at ANL–W.  As discussed in
Section 2.17, ANL–W was considered as one of several candidate sites
because it would require only minimal alteration of interior spaces, is authorized
to handle plutonium, and has existing facilities that meet the standards for
processing special nuclear material.

As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on consideration of capabilities
of the candidate sites and input from DCS on the MOX approach, DOE
prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication.  LANL is preferred because it
already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not require major modifications,
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise.
Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would be used to fabricate
the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at the site.  Decisions on
lead assembly fabrication will be based on environmental analyses, technical
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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FD300–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition.  While it is true MOX fuel has not been
produced commercially in the U.S., it has been produced in Western Europe.
MOX fuel fabrication is not a new technology.  This experience would be
used for disposition of the U.S. surplus plutonium.  Pursuing both
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approach
by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Any difference between the cost of the hybrid approach and that of the
immobilization-only approach would be marginal.  Although cost will be a
factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS contains environmental
impact data and does not address the costs associated with the various
alternatives.  A separate report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection
for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009,
July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost estimates for each alternative,
was made available around the same time as the SPD Draft EIS.  This report
and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment
Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent
life-cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, are available
on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading
rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
Washington, D.C.
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IDD03–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the MOX approach and for
siting lead assembly fabrication at INEEL.  However, DOE has identified as its
preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  Pursuing both immobilization and
MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important insurance against
potential disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.  The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excess
plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.
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FD318–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE regrets the difficulties encountered by the INEEL CAB in obtaining
copies of the SPD Draft EIS.  Copies of the document or an NOA letter were
sent to each member of the Board at that person’s address on record.  This
approach was adopted in favor of a bulk mailing directly to the Board’s
address, which would probably have delayed the receipt of copies by the
individual members.  (Presumably, someone would have had to forward the
documents by mail or wait until the next Board meeting to distribute them.)
The public comment period on the SPD Draft EIS was extended from 45 days
to 60 days.  During this comment period, public hearings were held in areas
that would be directly affected by implementation of the alternatives.  DOE
also accepted comments submitted by various other means: mail, a toll-free
telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site.  The various channels of
communication were open to all interested individuals and organizations,
and provided for regional and nationwide comment on the EIS.  DOE did
consider all comments received after the close of that period.  All comments
were given equal consideration and responded to.

FD318–2 Alternatives

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  The
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of proposed
surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potential
environmental impacts.  DOE has analyzed each environmental resource area
in a consistent manner across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison
among the alternatives and among the candidate sites for the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  As discussed in Section 2.1, the
disposition facility alternatives, immobilization technology alternatives, and
MOX fuel fabrication alternatives evaluated are consistent with the decisions
given in the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS.  Impacts for both
technologies and all alternatives are summarized in Chapter 4 of Volume I,
and complete analyses are provided in the appendixes.  Alternatives 11 and
12, the 50-t (55-tons) immobilization cases, are fully analyzed.
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DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either
approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.  Because
the Russians have expressed concern that immobilization would not destroy
any plutonium, it is conceivable that the Russians would not disposition
their surplus plutonium stockpile if the United States were to implement an
immobilization-only approach.
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FD318–3 DOE Policy

In the Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment Weapons-Usable
Fissile Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives
(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997),  DOE identified two potential liabilities of the
immobilization alternatives relative to the Spent Fuel Standard.  These liabilities
involve ensuring sufficient radiation levels and removal-resistant
can-in-canister designs.  Since that time, DOE has modified the can support
structure inside the canisters and has focused its research on the ceramic
form of immobilization.  As part of the form evaluation process, an independent
panel of experts determined (Letter Report of the Immobilization Technology
Peer Review Panel, from Matthew Bunn to Stephen Cochran, LLNL,
August 21, 1997) that the can-in-canister design would meet the Spent Fuel
Standard.  In addition, NAS is currently conducting studies to confirm the
ability of the ceramic can-in-canister immobilization approach to meet the
Spent Fuel Standard.  DOE is confident that immobilization remains a viable
alternative for meeting the nonproliferation goals of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.

FD318–4 Alternatives

This SPD EIS identifies and analyzes potential environmental and human
health impacts that might result from the construction and normal operation
of proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  The hybrid approach
would produce some additional potential impacts, as described in Chapter 4
of Volume I.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the preferred approach
of using both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication to disposition surplus
plutonium.

DOE eliminated as unreasonable the eight alternatives in the SPD Draft EIS
that would involve use of portions of Building 221–F (the 1954 building
referred to in the comment) for plutonium conversion and immobilization.  It
was determined that the amount of space required for the immobilization
facility would be significantly larger than originally planned.  These new
space requirements mean that the Building 221–F alternatives would now be
very close in size and environmental impacts to the new immobilization facility

CITIZENS  ADVISORY BOARD, INEEL
CHARLES M. RICE
PAGE 4 OF 11
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alternatives at SRS.  Therefore, this SPD EIS only presents the alternatives
involving a completely new immobilization facility at SRS.

FD318–5 Nonproliferation

DOE agrees with the commentor’s recommendation and has maintained a
close working relationship with Russia to develop technical solutions for
plutonium disposition.  The United States and Russia recently made progress
in the management and disposition of plutonium.  In late July 1998,
Vice President Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed a
5-year agreement to provide the scientific and technical basis for decisions
concerning how surplus plutonium will be managed.  This agreement enables
the two countries to explore mutually acceptable strategies for safeguarding
and dispositioning surplus plutonium.  During the first week of
September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit and
signed a statement of principles with the intention of removing approximately
50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s stockpile.  Sensitive
negotiations between the two countries have indicated that the Russian
government accepts the technology of immobilization for low-concentration,
plutonium-bearing materials, but that the MOX approach would be considered
for higher-purity feed materials.  The United States does not currently plan
to implement a unilateral program; however, it will retain the option to begin
certain surplus plutonium disposition activities in order to encourage the
Russians and set an international example.

FD318–6 Cost

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
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locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

CITIZENS  ADVISORY BOARD, INEEL
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FD318–7 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has been
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration.  The Plutonium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

FD318–8 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting lead assembly and
postirradiation examination activities at ANL–W.  As discussed in
Section 2.17, ANL–W was considered as one of several candidate sites
because it would require only minimal alteration of interior spaces, is authorized
to handle plutonium, and has existing facilities that meet the standards for
processing special nuclear material.

As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on consideration of capabilities
of the candidate sites and input from DCS on the MOX approach, DOE
prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication.  LANL is preferred because it
already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not require major modifications,
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise.
Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would be used to fabricate
the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at the site.  DOE prefers
ORNL for postirradiation examination activities.  ORNL has the existing
facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination as
a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or
processing capabilities would be required.  In addition, ORNL is about 500 km
(300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel.  Decisions on lead
assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

CITIZENS  ADVISORY BOARD, INEEL
CHARLES M. RICE
PAGE 7 OF 11
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FD318–9 DOE Policy

It is DOE’s policy that plutonium shipments comply with DOT and NRC
regulatory requirements.  The highway routing for commercial shipments of
nuclear material is systematically determined using primarily interstate
highways and shipments in accordance with appropriate DOT regulations at
49 CFR 171 through 179 and 49 CFR 397.  The dates and times that specific
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classified
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by
location, has been included in this SPD EIS.

It is possible that shipments to INEEL or ANL–W could cross the Fort Hall
Reservation.  The Fort Hall Reservation was contacted by DOE to discuss
this issue during October 1998 and in March 1999 but no response has been
received to date.

CITIZENS  ADVISORY BOARD, INEEL
CHARLES M. RICE
PAGE 8 OF 11
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FD318–10 Transportation

After DOE selects an alternative, a transportation plan (in which State, tribal,
and local officials in addition to DOE, the carrier, and other Federal agencies
would be involved) would be prepared to address the details of implementing
the actions analyzed in this SPD EIS, including prenotification of States.  The
shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial carriers
would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes and
specific processing locations would be discussed.  These plans are
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials.  The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(WM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997).  The transportation
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE’s
Transportation Safeguards Division.  The dates and times that specific
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classified
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by
location, has been included in this SPD EIS.  Additional details are provided
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation
Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web
site at http://www.doe-md.com.  Until the decision to use INEEL for any of
the surplus plutonium disposition activities is made, it is premature to develop
an agreement with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes.

FD318–11 DOE Policy

Should the SPD EIS ROD identify ANL–W as the lead assembly fabrication
or postirradiation examination site, DOE would consider taking this
recommended action.  Until then, it is premature to contact the
Governor’s office, in this regard, although the State of Idaho was provided
with the SPD Draft EIS for review and comment.  As discussed in
Section 2.4.4.4, any postirradiation examination activities and associated
material shipments would comply with the Consent Order and Settlement
Agreement in Public Service Company of Colorado v. Batt (if the work were
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performed at ANL–W), and all other applicable agreements and DOE orders,
including provisions concerning removal of material from the applicable
examination site.

FD318–12 Lead Assemblies

As described in the revised Section 1.6, DOE prefers LANL and ORNL for
lead assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination activities,
respectively.  Therefore, if the preferred alternatives were selected in the
decision, shipments to ANL–W would not be made.  Table E–25 indicates
planned lead assembly operation from 2003 to 2006.  The dates and times that
specific transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are
classified information; however, the number of shipments that would be
required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS.  Plutonium is routinely
and safely transported in the United States every day.  All shipments of
surplus plutonium other than MOX spent fuel and immobilized plutonium
would be made by the DOE SST/SGT system.  The transportation analysis
results are presented for each alternative in Chapter 4 of Volume I and detailed
in Appendix L.  As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from
nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle
emissions are expected.

FD318–13 Waste Management

If ANL–W were selected, the wastes generated by lead assembly fabrication
and postirradiation examination would be managed in accordance with the
Batt Agreement, the FFCA Agreement, and decisions made in RODs for the
WM PEIS and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final Supplemental EIS.  As
described in Section 4.27.1.2 and Appendix H, wastes generated by lead
assembly fabrication could be managed using existing and planned waste
management facilities with little impact to these facilities.  Section 4.27.6.2
was revised to discuss wastes from postirradiation examination at ANL–W
should that site be chosen to provide those services in the SPD EIS ROD.
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FD318–14 Waste Management

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding spent nuclear fuel
management at INEEL.  As described in the supporting report, ANL–W MOX
Fuel Lead Assemblies Data Report for the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Environmental Impact Statement (ORNL/TM-13478, August 1998),
unirradiated archived lead assemblies would be managed at the lead assembly
facility until lead assembly and postirradiation activities were completed,
after which the archives would be shipped to the MOX facility.  The bulk of
the irradiated lead assembly fuel rods would be stored in the spent fuel pool
at McGuire, the reactor where the lead assemblies would be irradiated.  Of the
rods actually shipped to the postirradiation examination site, one of which is
INEEL, some of the wastes from postirradiation examination activities would
be considered TRU waste;  remaining intact rods and pellets would be managed
as spent nuclear fuel.  Spent nuclear fuel left over after postirradiation
examination would be stored at INEEL until disposed of in a potential geologic
repository.  This is consistent with the ROD for the DOE Programmatic
Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Programs
Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0203-F, April 1995).  The spent nuclear fuel generated by
this activity would be a very small fraction of the approximately 1,186,800 kg
(2,616,419 lb) of spent nuclear fuel currently stored at ANL–W and INEEL.
The small amount of spent fuel generated by postirradiation examination
would not drive future decisions on spent nuclear fuel management at INEEL
or the potential geologic repository.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD318–11.
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IDD04–1 Nonproliferation

DOE agrees with the commentor’s view that surplus plutonium disposition
by both the United States and Russia is of immediate importance to world
peace and appreciates the support for the hybrid approach.  The SPD EIS
analyses include those materials suitable for immobilization and those suitable
for MOX fuel fabrication.  Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.

IDD04–2 DOE Policy

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  In
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14(e), the agency shall identify its preferred
alternative, if one or more exists, in the draft EIS and identify such alternative
in the final EIS.  DOE identified the preferred alternative, as required, so the
public could understand DOE’s orientation and provide comment.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at INEEL will be based on
public input, environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, and national
policy and nonproliferation considerations.  DOE will announce its decisions
regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

IDD04–3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Section 2.18 provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts
from each alternative.  The Comment Response Document provides responses
to the comments on the SPD Draft EIS received from independent
oversight organizations and the public.

IDD04–4 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting lead assembly and
postirradiation examination activities at ANL–W.  As discussed in
Section 2.17, ANL–W was considered as one of several candidate sites
because it would require only minimal alteration of interior spaces, is authorized
to handle plutonium, and has existing facilities that meet the standards for
processing special nuclear material.
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As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on consideration of capabilities
of the candidate sites and input from DCS on the MOX approach, DOE
prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication.  LANL is preferred because it
already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not require major modifications,
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise.
Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would be used to fabricate
the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at the site.  DOE prefers
ORNL for postirradiation examination activities.  ORNL has the existing
facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination as
a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or
processing capabilities would be required.  In addition, ORNL is about 500 km
(300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel.  Decisions on lead
assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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This is Lowell Jobe of Coalition 21.  Our phone number is
(208) 528-2161.  We also have a fax 528-2199.  I am asking
whether there is going to be an extension on the comment
period for this Plutonium Disposition DEIS.  We are really
tied up with many DOE related meetings here this week and
it’s going to be difficult to get a real meaningful comment to
you.  So, I noticed that there was an extension given on the
advanced mixed waste treatment plan according to last
Saturday’s paper.  And I’m hoping this will be also an
extension on this.  I know that the Citizen’s Advisory Board
is meeting today, Monday the 14th and tomorrow and this
plutonium disposition is also on their agenda and I intend to
be at their meeting.

PD046

COALITION  21
L OWELL  JOBE
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

PD046–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

A period of 60 days was allowed for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS,
and DOE accepted comments submitted by various means: public hearings,
mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site.  Although it did
not extend the comment period, DOE did consider all comments received
after the close of that period.  All comments were given equal consideration
and responded to.
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MD240–1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the views expressed in the commentor’s summary which
is included in the public record as part of the SPD EIS.  The comments on the
SPD Draft EIS have been reviewed and acknowledged by DOE as shown in
the following responses.  The scope of this comment response process,
however, focuses on the issues and alternatives related to this SPD EIS.

MD240–2 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges that there is misinformation about plutonium among the
public.  It has established reading rooms near DOE sites to provide easy
access to information about DOE programs and encourages the use of this
source of information.  DOE has numerous Web sites, including the MD Web
site at http://www.doe-md.com, that also provide up-to-date information about
DOE programs.

MD240–3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

This comment is addressed in response MD240–1.
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MD240–4 Nonproliferation

DOE agrees with the commentor’s view that surplus plutonium disposition
by both the United States and Russia is of immediate importance to world
peace and appreciates the support for the hybrid approach.  The SPD EIS
analyses include those materials suitable for immobilization and those suitable
for MOX fuel fabrication.  Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.

MD240–5 Alternatives

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  In
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14(e), the agency shall identify its preferred
alternative, if one or more exists, in the draft EIS and identify such alternative
in the final EIS.  DOE identified the preferred alternative, as required, so the
public could understand DOE’s orientation and provide comment.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at INEEL will be based on
public input, environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, and national
policy and nonproliferation considerations.  DOE will announce its decisions
regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

MD240–6 Alternatives

As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility because
this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of existing
infrastructure and staff expertise.  DOE prefers that INEEL focus on cleanup
and nuclear technology.  Environmental impact analyses of the proposed
surplus disposition actions discussed in Chapter 4 of Volume I show that
the potential impacts of the proposed actions during routine operations are
small for all DOE candidate sites.
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MD240–7 Alternatives

Proliferation issues associated with the transportation of plutonium dioxide
from a pit conversion facility at Pantex to a MOX facility at either INEEL or
SRS would not be the only discriminating factor for selection between INEEL
and SRS for the MOX facility.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is
preferred for the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities because
the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

MD240–8 Alternatives

DOE assumes that the commentor’s suggestion is to locate the pit conversion
facility at Pantex, the immobilization facility at either Hanford or SRS, and the
MOX facility at INEEL.  Transportation of pits from Pantex to INEEL rather
than SRS may not involve additional, unnecessary transportation, but this
arrangement would locate each of the proposed facilities at a different site.
Section 2.3.1 of the SPD Draft EIS explained that a range of 23 reasonable
alternatives remained after evaluating over 64 options against three screening
criteria: worker and public exposure to radiation, proliferation concerns due
to transportation of materials, and infrastructure cost.  These 23 reasonable
alternatives were evaluated in the SPD Draft EIS.  After the Draft was issued,
DOE eliminated as unreasonable the 8 alternatives that would involve use of
portions of Building 221–F with a new annex at SRS for plutonium conversion
and immobilization, thereby reducing the number of reasonable alternatives
to the 15 that are analyzed in the SPD Final EIS.  Options that placed each of
the three facilities at a different site were eliminated as unreasonable.

MD240–9 Alternatives

Most of the plutonium that would be immobilized under the hybrid alternatives
would be sent directly to the immobilization facility for conversion to plutonium
dioxide, followed by immobilization.  SRS has been announced as the preferred
site for all three proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities; therefore,
all the surplus plutonium would be transferred to SRS for processing should
SRS be selected.

COALITION  21
RICHARD  KENNEY
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MD240–10 Alternatives

This comment is addressed in response MD240–8.

MD240–11 Alternatives

This comment is addressed in response MD240–6.

MD240–12 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for lead assembly fabrication
and, if required, postirradiation examination at ANL–W.  All the lead assembly
candidate sites were considered because they have existing facilities that
meet the standards for processing special nuclear material, would require
only minimal alteration of interior spaces, and are authorized to handle
plutonium.  ANL–W was also identified as a potential location for
postirradiation examination because of its existing hot cell facilities in which
tests on fuel rods from irradiated lead assemblies could be conducted.

As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on consideration of capabilities
of the candidate sites and input from DCS on the MOX approach, DOE
prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication.  LANL is preferred because it
already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not require major modifications,
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise.
Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would be used to fabricate
the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at the site.  DOE prefers
ORNL for postirradiation examination activities.  ORNL has the existing
facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination as
a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or
processing capabilities would be required.  In addition, ORNL is about 500 km
(300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel.  Decisions on lead
assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

2
3

8

MD240–13 Cost Report

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the cost effectiveness of
siting the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at INEEL.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

MD240–14 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting surplus plutonium
disposition facilities at INEEL.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD240–6.
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MD239–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the MOX facility at
INEEL.  Chapter 4 of Volume I describes environmental impacts of the
implementation of alternatives that included the construction and normal
operation of MOX facilities at INEEL.  DOE prefers that INEEL focus on
cleanup and nuclear technology.  Environmental impact analyses of the
proposed surplus disposition actions discussed in Chapter 4 show that the
potential impacts of the proposed actions during routine operations are small
for all DOE candidate sites.

SRS is preferred for the MOX facility because this activity complements
existing missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff
expertise.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at INEEL
will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national
policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will
announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD239–2 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting lead assembly and
postirradiation examination activities in ANL–W at INEEL.  As noted in
Section 2.17, ANL–W was considered as one of several candidate sites
because it would require only minimal alteration of interior spaces, is authorized
to handle plutonium, and has existing facilities that meet the standards for
processing special nuclear material.

As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on consideration of capabilities
of the candidate sites and input from DCS on the MOX approach, DOE
prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication.  LANL is preferred because it
already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not require major modifications,
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise.
Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would be used to fabricate
the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at the site.  DOE prefers
ORNL for postirradiation examination activities.  ORNL has the existing
facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination as
a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or
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processing capabilities would be required.  In addition, ORNL is about 500 km
(300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel.  Decisions on lead
assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD239–3 Alternatives

Section 2.3.1 of the SPD Draft EIS explained that a range of 23 reasonable
alternatives remained after evaluating over 64 options against three screening
criteria: worker and public exposure to radiation, proliferation concerns due
to transportation of materials, and infrastructure cost.  Options placing three
facilities at three different sites were eliminated from consideration because
this arrangement did not meet these screening criteria.  Options were not
dismissed out of hand, but were eliminated as part of a methodical process to
narrow the scope of this SPD EIS to a reasonable range of alternatives.  Since
publication of the SPD Draft EIS, DOE eliminated another 8 alternatives that
would have involved the use of portions of Building 221–F at SRS and a new
annex for plutonium conversion and immobilization at that site, thereby
reducing the number of reasonable alternatives to 15 that are analyzed in the
SPD Final EIS.  The environmental impacts of these alternatives are summarized
in Section 2.18 and elaborated in Chapter 4 of Volume I.
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FD199–1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the value of nuclear industry
workers in Idaho Falls, nuclear power as an alternative energy source, the
nonproliferation activities of the United States and Russia, and public
information and education programs with regard to nuclear energy.

The United States and Russia recently made progress in the management
and disposition of plutonium.  In late July 1998, Vice President Gore and
Russian Prime Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed a 5-year agreement to provide
the scientific and technical basis for decisions concerning how surplus
plutonium will be managed.  This agreement enables the two countries to
explore mutually acceptable strategies for safeguarding and dispositioning
surplus plutonium.  During the first week of September 1998, Presidents Clinton
and Yelstin held a Moscow summit and signed a statement of principles with
the intention of removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from
each country’s stockpile.

The United States does not currently plan to implement a unilateral program;
however, it will retain the option to begin certain surplus plutonium disposition
activities in order to encourage the Russians and set an international example.

DOE regards public education as a very high priority.  Accordingly, it uses
various communications resources to make information on its policies and
program publicly available.  DOE presents information about the disposition
of fissile materials to the public in various forms.  These include public
hearing presentations, fact sheets, exhibits, technical reports, visual aids,
and a video.  Information is available from a variety of sources, including
DOE reading rooms, the MD Web site (http://www.doe-md.com), and
attendance at public hearings.
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FD311–1 MOX Approach

DOE appreciates the commentor’s input on the MOX approach to surplus
plutonium disposition.  The current plan calls for maintaining the MOX fuel
cycle within the United States.  The MOX fuel would be fabricated in a
Government-owned facility and irradiated in a domestic, commercial reactor
in a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

FD311–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the selection of sites for
MOX fuel fabrication.  DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain
focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of
cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying preferred
sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.  However, no decision has
been made and DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium
disposition programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility because
this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of existing
infrastructure and staff expertise.
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FD311–3 MOX Approach

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative a hybrid approach of using
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication to disposition up to 50 t (55 tons)
of surplus plutonium.  Under this alternative, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of
clean plutonium metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel,
which would be irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors.  The remaining
17 t (19 tons) of surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for
fabrication into MOX fuel because of the complexity, timing, and cost that
would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD311–2.

FD311–4 MOX Approach

DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services.  The selected team, DCS, would design, request a license,
construct, operate, and deactivate the MOX facility as well as irradiate the
MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors.  However, these activities are
subject to the completion of the NEPA process.  Although COGEMA is
international, it is one of only a few companies with recent commercial MOX
fuel fabrication experience, and this experience would contribute to the success
of DOE’s MOX fuel fabrication effort.

The MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

FD311–5 Nonproliferation

The Joint Statement of Principles signed by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin
in September 1998 provide general guidance for achieving the objectives of
a future bilateral agreement to disposition surplus plutonium in the
United States and Russia.  Sensitive negotiations between the two countries
have indicated that the Russian government accepts the technology of
immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing materials, but that
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the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity feed materials.
DOE will continue to discourage Russia from reprocessing its spent nuclear
fuel and starting a plutonium cycle but this issue is beyond the scope of this
SPD EIS.  As stated in response FD311–1, the use of  U.S. surplus plutonium
in existing domestic, commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing
(reprocessing is a chemical separation of uranium, transuranic elements
[including plutonium], and fission products from spent reactor fuel and the
reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce new fresh fuel).  The proposed
use of MOX fuel is consistent with the U.S. nonproliferation policy and
would ensure that plutonium which was produced for nuclear weapons and
subsequently declared excess to national security needs is never again used
for nuclear weapons.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national
policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input, not
“perceptions” of what other countries may think or do.

HAMPSON, WALTER  L.
PAGE 3 OF 3
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IDD02–1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the MOX approach.
This SPD EIS does not address the siting or operation of a “triple play”
reactor.  Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific analyses and
discuss the potential environmental impacts of using a partial MOX core
during routine operations and reactor accidents.  Reactors that use MOX
fuel have small accident risks similar to those associated with reactors that
use only LEU fuel.  Were a major accident to occur at a reactor using either
fuel type, there would be fatalities in the public.  However, the probability of
a major accident actually occurring is about 1 in 100,000 over the lifetime of
the reactor; thus, the risk (consequence times probability of occurrence) of
an LCF in the public is much less than 1.

Changes to Idaho air quality permit requirements are beyond the scope of
this EIS; they are a State rather than a DOE issue.  However, contacts have
been made with the Idaho Division of Environmental Quality and with the
contractor responsible for air quality permits for INEEL.  There have been no
State requirements to perform an accident analysis as part of the air-permitting
process regardless of the type of pollutant that could be emitted (criteria
pollutants, toxic pollutants, or radionuclides).  Only routine operations are
considered in the air-permitting process.
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1

Yes.  This is Thomas J. Sutter.  1414 South 35 West, Idaho Falls,
ID 83402-5538. Telephone number is 529-0624.  What I’d really
like to know is where the workshops are at today on the Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Public Meeting.  I see there is an afternoon and evening
workshop, but it doesn’t give where they’re going to be at.

Second thing is, I just want to let it be known that I’m in favor of
the MOX program and I would think that disposing of plutonium
which is no longer needed for nuclear weapon should be in the
best interests of our country.  Also I would think that if we had
the opportunity to receive any of that material from any other
nation in the globe, it would be best if we did the reprocessing
and particularly if we could do it here in Idaho it would make a lot
of sense to me.  But if we can’t then I would encourage
reprocessing it wherever its going to be done.  And I would like
to also note that this plutonium is very valuable material and it
should not be placed in a depository where it could not be put to
better use at some time in the future and the, only the most
impure plutonium that can not have any further use should be
put in the glass and buried directly.  So I’d just like to talk in
support of the MOX program as proposed by the Department of
Energy.  Thank you very much and if you would let me know
where the meeting is going to be I would appreciate it.  Tom
Sutter 529-0624.  Thank you.

PD033–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the MOX approach.

It should be noted, however, that DOE is not considering reprocessing any
of the surplus plutonium that is the subject of this SPD EIS.  The proposed
action is intended to permanently remove 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from the
U.S. weapons stockpile by converting that plutonium into
proliferation-resistant forms.  Reprocessing plutonium would not be consistent
with that goal.

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either
approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.
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IDD06–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the No Action Alternative
to surplus plutonium disposition, the details and environmental impacts of
which are described in Section 4.2.  DOE has determined, however, that no
action (i.e., continued storage) would not satisfy the surplus plutonium
disposition program goal: to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation
worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in the
United States in an environmentally safe and timely manner.  Converting the
surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial reactors
is an effective way to accomplish this.  Pursuing both immobilization and
MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important insurance against
potential disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.  The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excess
plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.  Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.




